Different degrees of criminalization of illegal drug use influence the overall composition of prison populations across countries. Individuals convicted of illegal drug-related crimes represent a significant part of the prison population in Kazakhstan, Russia and Ukraine. These convicts are not a part of the traditional criminal milieu, but a product of the perception of certain acts as crimes in particular contexts (e.g., an increasing social distance, the state's control over potentially dangerous groups, etc.). The experience of incarceration might cause important changes in their life after release. The idea that prison contributes to the interiorization of criminal norms rather than preventing deviant behavior in the future seems especially fruitful in regard to illegal drug users. Elements of prison subculture are described on the basis of an empirical research conducted in 1996-2003 in Russian prisons (N = 769 (49 of these were convicted in relation to illegal drugs) in 2000-2001; and N = 214 (24) in 2003). The social organization of everyday life of inmates convicted of drug-related offences in Russia, Kazakhstan (N = 396 (76) in 2001) and Ukraine (N = 208 (26) in 2003) is compared with that of other convicts to test the hypothesis about the lack of significant differences between the two groups.
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Introduction: Particularities of Drug-Related Crimes
Drug-related offences differ from other types of crime -terrorism, violent crimes (homicide, rape and robbery), crimes of passion, white-collar crimes, etc. -by the fact that they do not necessarily have victims. All parties involved -drug producers, smugglers, distributors, sellers and users -in general make transactions on a voluntary basis. ' We are here in the area of free exchanges' .1 The voluntary character of transactions makes the approach of 'natural law' hardly applicable to the case of drugs.2 Both law and intuitive common sense define murder as a crime, whereas they may diverge as far as different aspects of drug uses and abuses are concerned.
Norwegian criminologist Nils Christie argues that the power of labeling drug use a crime derives from the priority given to the task of strengthening control by the state over potentially dangerous classes, not from the dangerousness of the activity itself.3 This reasoning suggests that those convicted of drug-related crimes violated a law but not a social norm (cf. a murderer transgresses both a formal law and a universal social norm).
The career of a drug user diverges accordingly from that of a typical criminal personality. Before being apprehended, the former does not necessarily have regular contacts in the criminal milieu, he or she does not know its particular norms and values. It is in prison that the drug user gains knowledge of the criminal and prison subculture. It 'comprises norms, customs, rituals, language and mannerisms which depart from those required by penal laws and prison rules' .4 All countries with significant prison populations have particular prison and criminal subcultures embedded in the prison milieu. For instance, the list of elements of the prison subculture in the US comprises songs of Johnny Cash (who toured American prisons in the 1960s), hip-hop music, baggy-style clothes, slang, and movies about the experience of prison and incarceration (between 1929 and 1995 Hollywood produced 101 such dramatic films, which amounts to 1% of its total production5). 1) M. Cusson, Criminologie actuelle (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1998), p. 50. This assumption does not apply to crimes committed for pecuniary gain to sustain a drug habit.
2) The doctrine of natural law argues that definitions of crime and delinquency are entailed by the nature of the world and the nature of human beings. From the perspective of natural law, common sense and everyday practices turn out to be the best guiding principles for the justice system (A. However, the prison subculture in countries using imprisonment in groups (the barrack system) seems relatively stronger than in countries where prison is based on confinement in individual cells. The time convicts spend together, day and night, in the latter case gives them far more occasions for interacting and elaborating their own codes of conduct.6 Confinement in individual cells allows some privacy and an escape from the social dimension of everyday life, at least at night. Three post-Soviet countries, the Russian Federation (RF), Kazakhstan and Ukraine, which were the primary sites of the proposed analysis, keep most of their convicts in groups.
For persons convicted of drug-related crimes, prison becomes a place of re-socialization. Not in the sense of rehabilitation, one of the three missions assigned to prison (rehabilitation, retribution and custody), but in the sense of initiation into norms and patterns of the criminal subculture. 'The more people pass through penitentiary institutions, the more bearers of the criminal subculture' .7 The scholarly literature on the criminal subculture and its re-socializing effects is particularly abundant in the countries that practice imprisonment in groups.8 Imprisonment in cells prevails in Western Europe and North America where the academic interest in studying the prison subculture is relatively weaker. There are several notable exceptions, however, namely a famous study of the 'society of captives' in the United States and the literature that it has inspired.9
The proposed analysis aims to answer the research question as to whether the social behavior of individuals convicted of drug-related crimes in prison differs from that of other convicts. If the above hypothesis about re-socialization is true, then the comparison of two groups of prisoners, those convicted of drug-related crimes and those convicted of other crimes (all crimes combined), will not produce substantially (and statistically) significant differences. In what follows I will test this hypothesis and simultaneously describe the legal framework related to uses and abuses of drugs as well as penitentiary systems in the three above mentioned countries.
In Section 2 I will discuss sources of information, both primary and secondary, used in this study for purposes of description and analysis. Section 3 has a descriptive character: penal policies in regard to drug users are compared, with emphasis on their impact on crime rates. A short overview of the institutional organization of penitentiary systems in the three countries follows. In Section 4 I compare the group of inmates convicted of drug-related crimes with that of other inmates using a series of social indicators highlighting the organization of everyday life and their behavioral patterns. This allows testing the hypothesis about the social closeness of the two groups as a result of the progressive re-socialization of members of the former group. Some normative implications of the proposed analysis are put forward in the Conclusion.
Sources of Information
This paper is based on primary and secondary sources of information. The list of secondary sources includes official statistics on the number of registered crimes, prison population rates (PPR), the number of persons convicted of drug-related crimes. I also refer to legal documents (Penal Codes and anti-drug laws).
A series of surveys conducted in penitentiaries of the Russian Federation (two surveys), Kazakhstan and Ukraine in the first half of the 2000s serve as a source of primary data. In all cases cluster sampling techniques were used. The penitentiary administration of a particular country gave permission to visit prisons located in a particular region or a number of regions. No randomization at this stage was possible for administrative and financial reasons (the geographical scope of Russia, for instance, makes extremely difficult geographical cluster sampling even in the case of public opinion polls: as of today, this country has 83 regions). However, the choice of a unit(s), otryad, to be surveyed within the particular prison was randomized. The otryad is commonly composed of individuals sentenced for various crimes (i.e., the variable 'article of Penal Code under which one was convicted' does not necessarily explain his or her placement in a particular unit). As for the sentence conditions, usloviya (Article 87 of the Criminal and Correctional Code (Ugolovno-Ispolnitel'nyi Kodeks) of the Russian Federation, for instance, defines three types of conditions: regular, strict and facilitated), they do vary across the detachments. The detachment was randomly chosen among those in regular sentence conditions (the absolute majority). When visiting individuals placed in strict conditions was allowed, efforts were made to interview a few of them too.
All members of this unit available at the time of my visit were requested to take part in the survey. The participation had a voluntary character, yet the decision to administer the survey in groups (questionnaires were filled out individually but at a session where everyone was present) contributed to extremely low levels of refusals, varying from zero to 15%. As a rule, a minimum of 30-35 inmates per penitentiary filled out the questionnaires. All completed questionnaires were simultaneously submitted to the researcher. This, together with the fact that no information revealing the identity of the participant was requested, ensured the protection of anonymity. No staff member was present inside the room where the survey took place. In-depth interviews, also conducted by the author, complemented the data collected through the surveys.
The collection of all primary data by the same person helps control the impact of the researcher's personality, although this might decrease reliability of the presented findings. The researcher's personality has an especially important impact in the context of total institutions where speculations that one is working for the administration can destroy trust necessary for obtaining valid results. The author was introduced to inmates as an independent university researcher and, in fact, a reputation of reliability has been built in the process of the survey as the information freely circulates in the post-Soviet prison world by word of mouth and other informal yet sometimes highly sophisticated and efficient channels (according to an informant, a message originating in Moscow can easily reach the region of Arkhangelsk located 1,500 km North of the capital city in just one or two days10).
The Finally, the Ukrainian sample included five prisons located in the region of Kharkiv. A caveat concerning the limited representativeness of the sample in this country has to be put forward. First, the data collected in one region can hardly be generalized to the country as a whole (Ukraine has 24 regions). Second, I did not manage to randomize the choice of respondents within a particular penitentiary as a sample of inmates who took part in a cultural event (a theatre show) filled out questionnaires.12
The data used in the reported study have an important limitation which the reader has to bear in mind when considering its outcomes. The available data do not differentiate between drug-users and drug-traffickers: both of these categories are included in the category 'persons convicted for illegal drug-related offenses' . On the one hand, the existing literature suggests that in the West drug-users are often involved in drug dealing. This involvement -regular or occasionalallows them to generate personal income and to cover the cost of their own drug use. A study conducted in Canada reports that every fifth active drug user engaged 10) A. Oleinik, loc. cit., pp. 60-61. 11) Results of the 1996-1999 wave were discussed in detail in A. Oleinik, loc. cit.
12) The show was attended by inmates placed in different detachments, representatives of one of them were invited to stay after its end and assist in the research -in this case a number of questions dealt with the show and its perception by convicts. in drug dealing during the six months prior to their interview. 13 An American study produced similar figures: twenty-nine percent of participants reported dealing an illegal drug that they consume in the past two months.14 The empirical evidence in this regard in the post-Soviet countries is scarcer, but it also suggests that drug dealers turn often out to be current or past drug users. Namely, drug users can commonly be found at the lowest and most exposed to law enforcement levels of the distribution system. 15 On the other hand, the law both in the West and the post-Soviet countries treats drug users differently from drug dealers. Those who fall in the latter category are expected to receive heavier sanctions. In reality, however, the situation is clear-cut neither in the West nor in the post-Soviet countries. For instance, an analysis of trends in drug user and drug dealer arrest rates in Australia produces a rather unexpected result: provider-type offences lead to fewer arrests (20-30% of all drug-related arrests) than consumer-type offenses (70-80%).16 A case study of the relevant law enforcement practices in a Russian region suggests an opposite picture: the number of drug dealers receiving prison sentences is almost twice as high as the number of prosecuted drug users.17 Nevertheless, it remains unclear whether these findings could be generalized to other Russian regions.
In these circumstances, I considered the fact that most respondents failed to clearly indicate the particular drug-related offense for which they had been sentenced18 as a factor that does not undermine the overall validity of the findings reported in this paper. The principal objective, it should be recalled, consists in demonstrating the re-socializing effects of prison incarceration as a result of which people, who committed victimless crimes, interiorize criminal norms and values. The existing contradictions in the law and in law enforcement practices make a finer distinction desirable (especially in further research), but not absolutely necessary.19
Anti-Drug Laws and Policies
The three countries under consideration adapted restrictive drug policies. They differ in degree rather than in kind. An overview of Penal Code norms referring to drug-related crimes and anti-drug laws show a high degree of consistency between the three post-Soviet countries (Table 1) .20 Variability concerns mainly the amount of fines, which reflects differences in income levels (all fines are converted into euros using the exchange rate in 2007; in legal documents they are set in national currencies). When interpreting these figures, it is worth keeping in mind that in 2001 Gross National Income per capita amounted to €815 in Ukraine, €1507 in Kazakhstan and €1987.5 in the Russian Federation (converted to euro from 2007 US$ using yearly average exchange rates).21 So the ratio was 1:1.85:2.44 (1:1.94:2.96 in 2006). The similarity of legal frameworks with regard to drug-related offences does not necessarily involve uniformity in the application of the law. The ratio of drugrelated crimes to the total number of registered crimes varies over time and across countries ( Table 2 ). In the Russian Federation, the share of drug-related offences rapidly increased during the 1990s, but it has been declining since the start of the new century. The official data for Kazakhstan show a similar pattern, yet at the peak of this trend, in 2000, illegal drug transactions constituted almost every fifth crime.22 In Ukraine the upward trend has been less manifest, yet it continues to the present. The lack of agreement as to how to enforce anti-drug laws aggravates controversies related to the labeling of drug abuse and dependence a crime. So, elements of arbitrariness seem inevitable both at the stage of drafting the laws and that of enforcing them. Practices -not uncommon in the post-Soviet context -of counting on antidrug laws if the police cannot collect enough evidence about a suspect's involvement in more serious crimes serves a practical illustration of the arbitrariness of law enforcement. If the suspect, who is believed dangerous by the police, cannot be sent to jail due to lack of evidence, an accusation of illegal drug possession sometimes becomes a strategy of 'last resort' for putting him or her behind bars. the task of looking for hard evidence of the suspect's involvement in a serious crime, that of proving his or her possession of illegal drugs -taking into consideration the minimal quantities specified in the by-laws (the 'substantial quantity' can be as small as 0.0001 gram in the case of LSD) -seems far easier. A 'thief-in-law' , i.e., a highly respectable individual outlaw in the Russian milieu (their high status makes it unnecessary for them to transgress the law on their own), witnesses: It is worth mentioning that the minimal quantities are specified by decrees of the government, not by the law. They are subject to more frequent changes, thereby providing the executive with a venue for exercising the power of labeling (Table 3) . Even the procedure for calculating the quantities varies. The 'substantial' and 'very large' quantities replaced 'average' ones in Russian law enforcement practices in 2006. An analysis of the dynamics of the share of prisoners convicted of drug related offences (Table 4) shows further divergence in the policies of law enforcement. Chances of receiving a sentence in cases involving drug-related offences are higher than average in Kazakhstan whereas in the Russian Federation such cases result in a sentence less frequently than average. This divergence might be due to different priorities set in police investigations, depending on the type of offense to variability in the level of tolerance to particular delinquent acts. At any rate, the divergent trends confirm that law enforcement in the area of drug-related offences depends less on their nature than on priorities in social control and a number of other external factors. In function of a particular context, the same use of drugs might or might not lead to a sentence, all other things, e.g., the legal framework, being equal. From the point of view of a drug user or addict, the chances of landing in prison are the question of 'good' or 'bad' luck. Unlike professional criminals, they do not see any reason in including prison in their 'curriculum' and they do not prepare themselves for such 'course' . After arriving in prison, they must start to adapt to a new life and to learn new norms of behavior. Prison has its own 'constitution' composed of both formal and informal norms. The latter often contradict the former (set in the Correctional Code, by-laws and internal regulations). Hence, a significant part of the population -its relative size can be assessed with the help of Prison Population Rate (PPR, the number of inmates per 100 000 of the national population) -lives under a constitution which departs from the official one (Table 5) .
Prison subculture as an alternative system to officially imposed norms reaches a high level of sophistication in post-Soviet countries, especially in Russia. Its origins go back to the 1930s, i.e., to the period of large-scale mass imprisonment in labor camps. The administration was unable to control such large prison populations day and night. Informal leaders -organized in a hierarchy topped by thieves-in-law24 -started to perform functions of everyday management and conflict resolution enforcing particular norms, the ponyatiya. The ponyatiya derived from criminal traditions and common sense (from this point of view, one can argue that they lie close to the logic of natural law), in contrast to the codified system of rules and norms imposed by the penitentiary administration.
In most cases those convicted of drug-related crimes serve their sentences together with those convicted of other crimes. Even if the latter tend to be sent to particular penitentiaries (e.g., specialized labor camps in Kazakhstan), the separation is never perfect. Professional criminals and other delinquents, including drug users, interact on a daily basis. To adjust one's actions to others' behavior, they need to refer to the same norms.
Officially imposed norms can hardly serve this purpose since inmates associate them with punishment and lost freedom. For this reason, the rejection of official norms characterizes everyday life of inmates in most total institutions,25 even if drug users and drug addicts are housed separate from other delinquents. Social action in prison appears embedded in the ponyatiya and the mechanisms for their enforcement personified by informal leaders. 'Action is "social" insofar as its subjective meaning takes account of the behavior of others and is thereby oriented in its course' .26 If both parties of a conflict respect the ponyatiya, this gives them a chance for finding a common language and mutual understanding.
Comparing the Social Organization of Two Groups of Inmates
The idea of interiorization of the ponyatiya by everybody who has acquired experience of life in total institutions, which leads to the spread of a particular subculture in the society as a whole, seems neither new nor too radical. For instance, Yuri Levada and his associates indicate that the experience of compulsory military service in the Soviet army contributed to re-socialization of young men in the sense of their rejection of official values and norms. Recruits must learn to substitute informal norms, this learning is commonly called dedovshchina (the priority of submission to the older rather than the formal superior) in post-Soviet countries, for official ones deriving from army regulations.27
The scope of this study does not allow me to analyze mechanisms of this resocialization in total institutions, specifically in prison. The question as to whether the re-socialization results from 'contamination' of newcomers by their contact with professional criminals28 or from the institutional organization of total institutions, e.g. particular characteristics of power relationships causing the rejection of official authority by those subject to it,29 calls for additional inquiries. My task will simply consist in testing the hypothesis about the similarity of social organization of two groups of inmates: those convicted of drug-related crimes and those convicted of all other crimes combined.
The separation between the two groups is never perfect. They partly overlap in at least three manners. First, drug users often commit other offenses, e.g., thefts, in order to sustain their drug habit. According to the Cambridge Study in Delinquent Development, drug use is one predictor of a criminal career.30 In the UK, 65% of all arrestees tested positive for drugs in 1999-2002.31 In the reported study, the percentage of respondents convicted of other crimes in addition to drug-related ones varies from 5% (in Kazakhstan) to 21% (in Russia in 2003).
Second, as in the above discussed case of the thief-in-law, non-drug users can nevertheless be sentenced for drug-related offences. The procedure chosen for placing the respondent in one of the two groups, when the group of drug offenders is composed exclusively of those who have only an illegal drug-related sentence, addresses the first of these issues only partly (addressing the second would require access to the personal data of convicts), which somewhat limits validity of reported findings.
The level of measurement of several variables relevant for testing this hypothesis is nominal, which explains the use of chi-square (χ2) statistics, unsophisticated and imperfect, yet the most appropriate measure of association or the lack thereof between the membership in one of the two groups of prisoners and a series of social indicators describing the organization of everyday interactions. Statistically significant values of χ2 are reported separately for sections of the tables corresponding to particular countries (i.e., the unit of analysis is the group of convicts in a particular country, individual convicts being the unit of observation). The choice of χ2 statistics can be further justified by the fact that I aim to demonstrate the absence of association, whereas the 'null hypothesis' states that the association exists (χ2 statistics are powerful enough to detect the association yet it fails to assess its strength and direction).
Let us examine whether the social indicators show statistically significant variability between the two groups of prisoners in all four cases (I consider results of the two surveys conducted in Russian prisons separately for the sake of increasing the reliability of findings). For instance, both drug offenders and other offenders equally reject the system of official authority (members of the penitentiary administration are vested in this type of authority). Their willingness to take part in mass protest actions does not vary across the groups (Table 6 ). Only in one case (the Ukrainian sample) the modal answer is 'no' ,32 whereas in the three other cases a majority of respondents from both groups declare their readiness to join mass protest actions either unconditionally or on the condition that they are led by persons respectable in the prison milieu. It is worth noting the projective character of this question: such actions are explicitly prohibited by the law (Article 321 'Disorganization of the work of penitentiary institutions' of the Penal Code of the Russian Federation; Article 392 of the Penal Code of Ukraine and Article 361 of the Penal Code of the Republic of Kazakhstan). The readiness to participate in prison riots mainly serves as a proxy indicator for the perception of official authority and the degree of obedience/disobedience to its representatives.
A second indicator useful for evaluating the perception of official authority refers to the level of trust in the penitentiary administration. Both Russian surveys show no statistically significant difference between the group convicted of drug related crimes and that of other convicts (Table 7; here and in what follows Table 6 . Are you ready to take part in mass protest actions? % of valid responses. 32) The analysis of some other indicators also suggests the 'deviant' character of the Ukrainian case. This might be due to particularities of the sample in Ukraine mentioned in Section 2. statistically significant differences are indicated in italics). In Kazakhstan and Ukraine the two groups differ (in the former case -at the margin of statistical significance), yet, somewhat counterintuitively, drug users tend to trust the prison administration even less than other convicts! They seem to exercise a kind of retribution toward official authorities for the arbitrary definition of their crime. The question of institutional trust at the higher level, namely trust in the national government, has the same pattern of responses (Table 8) : convicts for drug-related crimes either do not differ from the rest of the prison population or trust the government even less than their fellow inmates.
As for the endorsement of the ponyatiya (the alternative to the official norms imposed by state representatives) by the informal leaders in the prison milieu, convicts for drug-related crimes are again on the same side as the rest of the prison population. For instance, they appear in full support of one of the key elements of the informal constitution of life in reclusion, the norm 'Don't do anything that might be harmful to all of us' (Table 9) .33 The respect given to the unofficial constitution at the expense of the official one is further exemplified by the high level of trust in the informal leaders. Members of both groups of respondents trust the informal leaders more than members of the prison administration in all countries except Ukraine (Table 10) . Only in one case (the 2000-2001 Russian survey) there is a statistically significant difference in the level of support given to the informal leaders between the two groups.
More general social indicators, like the level of generalized trust (the percentage of those who believe that 'people in general can be trusted') and the level of trust in fellow inmates (the famous Prisoner's Dilemma illustrates the lack thereof), also show a high degree of agreement between members of the two groups. Except for Ukraine, where convicts for drug-related crimes trust other people and fellow inmates less than convicts for other crimes, there are no statistically significant differences between them (Tables 11 and 12 ). These findings confirm the commonsense wisdom that prison teaches mistrust; after all, this is the major lesson of the Prisoner's Dilemma. Not surprisingly, prisoners convicted of drug-related crimes do not necessarily believe that life outside prison walls is easier than in reclusion. After learning rules of a new game, they gain the full rights of citizenship in the prison community. Table 9 . Do you agree with the principle that "One should not do anything that might be harmful to all of us"? % of valid responses. Results of the 2000-2001 Russian survey deserve a more detailed discussion in this regard. On the one hand, they indicate the only instance of statistically significant difference between the two groups in answers to the question as to whether life is easier in reclusion than outside prison walls (Table 13 ). On the other hand, the same survey shows that 88% of convicts for drug-related crimes believe that they can influence decisions taken in prison compared with 70.4% of convicts in the second group who share this opinion (the difference is not statistically significant). The reported similarities in the organization of everyday life of both groups might raise doubts on the validity of the assumption that the group convicted of drug-related crimes is mostly composed of delinquents who landed in prison because of 'bad luck' as opposed to career criminals. Nevertheless, the composition of the 2000-2001 Russian sample, the most representative of the four, suggests that newcomers represent indeed an absolute majority of this group of respondents (Table 14) .
The structure of the sample in Kazakhstan gives a completely different picture: here recidivists for whom the current sentence is fourth, fifth or sixth form a modal group among those convicted for drug-related crimes. This fact brings us back to the discussion of particularities of enforcement of anti-drug laws in Table 11 . Do you believe people in general can be trusted? % of valid responses. Kazakhstan. Here chances of being sent to jail for a drug-related offence are higher than in the two other post-Soviet countries. More rigorous policies of law enforcement and attempts to segregate convicts for drug-related crimes from other criminals in specialized camps do not prevent the former, in the period of time under consideration, from interiorizing norms of the prison subculture during their multiple yet short-term stays in prison (62% of sentences in this group of respondents do not exceed 2 years compared with only 6.6% of such sentences in the second group of respondents in Kazakhstan). In short, the two groups of respondents have different legal status and profiles in Kazakhstan too, yet their social profiles nevertheless converge.
Conclusion: Should States De-Criminalize Drug Use?
This article offers a tentative demonstration of the thesis that prison re-socializes individuals convicted of drug-related crimes. As a result of serving their prison terms, the behavior of convicts becomes uniform regardless of the nature of the crimes that they committed. Individuals convicted of drug-related crimes and thieves or murderers refer to the ponyatiya and interiorize the values of the prison subculture. Instead of being rehabilitated, drug users get closer to the traditional criminal milieu. The arbitrariness in the enforcement of anti-drug laws further aggravates the situation. The findings of this study can be generalized to individuals convicted of other types of victimless crimes and, even more generally, to any newcomers in the prison milieu. As time in reclusion passes, they acquire characteristics specific to the behavior of career criminals. A common solution to this problem -separate detention of different classes of detainees -does not suffice, arguably (as the case of Kazakhstan suggests). On the one hand, inmates interact on many occasions (for instance, separation can hardly be achieved in pretrial detention or during transfers between prisons). On the other hand, all inmates, regardless of the nature of their crimes, are subject to the same institutional constraints, alienated official authority being one of them.
The article focuses on the example of the three post-Soviet countries, Russia, Kazakhstan and Ukraine. The post-Soviet countries have a very similar legal framework in regard to illegal drug use. However, the proposed overview of their policies aimed at enforcing anti-drug laws shows divergent paths. The chances of being sent to prison because of drug-related offences are higher in Kazakhstan (as of the first half of the 2000s) than in Ukraine and especially in Russia. Accordingly, Kazakhstan has the highest share of prisoners convicted of drug-related offences in the total prison population.
These differences seem especially noteworthy taking into consideration similarities in the cultural background of the three countries and their common 'point of departure' (the Soviet system of justice and law enforcement). The divergent paths in law enforcement indicate that the amount and type of punishment depends less on the nature of the delinquent act itself, as 'natural law' or the 'economics of crime and punishment'34 would suggest, than on the particular socioeconomic context and priorities set by state representatives in a more or less arbitrary manner. The arbitrariness in the application of anti-drug laws and the re-socializing effects of prison prevent the rehabilitation of drug users and complicate their return to normal life instead of facilitating it. Findings about the impact of partisan politics on variability in state-level law enforcement practices in the USA35 indicate that the discrepancy between the nature of the offence and the amount of punishment is not a country-specific phenomenon.
34) The economics of crime and punishment assumes that 'some individuals become criminals because of the financial and other rewards from crime compared to legal work, taking into account of the likelihood of apprehension and conviction, and the severity of punishment' (G.S. Becker, 'Nobel Lecture: The Economic Way of Looking at Behavior' , 101 Journal of Political Economy (1993), 385-409, at p. 390).
While the first stages of the demonstration had a descriptive character, the next stage involved the tentative analysis of the organization of social life of two groups of inmates, those sentenced for drug-related crimes and those sentenced for other crimes. The research hypothesis consists in assuming the lack of significant differences in the social organization of the two groups. The collected data do not refute it, which means that drug users interiorize norms of the prison subculture and undergo re-socialization during their stay in prison. Prison teaches mistrust, especially of official authorities. It also teaches how to refer to illicit norms (the ponyatiya) instead of the law in organizing everyday interactions and solving conflicts.
A research design with elements of a cohort study seems desirable to assess the degree of durability of new orientations and 'habitus' acquired by drug users in reclusion. Such a study would help assess the impact of the experience of incarceration on their life after release from prison (or, speaking more realistically, between consecutive imprisonments). Do they continue to refer to norms and values of the prison subculture in their life outside prison walls? Does their 'drift into delinquency' , to use David Matza's expression,36 only strengthen as a result of their stay in prison?
There exists an alternative explanation for the reported findings. The similarity in the social organization of the two groups can be attributed to the spread of criminal values and norms in the post-Soviet society as a whole. If this is true, then one can familiarize him or herself with the prison subculture even prior to going to prison. A deep mistrust in the government and official authorities, the substitution of informal norms for laws and the other elements of the prison subculture then characterize the behavior of first-time offenders -and also the general population. A large-scale survey research conducted on nationally representative samples would be needed to test this hypothesis. 37 The preceding analysis had a normative dimension: it indicates that criminalization of illegal drug use has numerous side-effects that are ignored or not taken seriously into consideration by policymakers. Instead of contributing to the creation of a better society, criminalization of illegal drug use widens the gap between the state and some groups of the population. Hence, a priority given to minimizing harm rather than to maximizing benefits seems to be a better approach towards answering the question as to what degree the state should criminalize illegal drug use. Approaches not involving incarceration38 seem promising from this point of view.
